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ee eee spetasicus cease - ke 


Hove 15-74 _ Filed deft. Joon Ry Goena®. affert. of Peter We Williamson in opposition to 


to pltffs' motion to compel further answers to their interrogse 2 1 


ae ed coe —_— — $e 


iOVe <7. Fided stip & order that the time of defts. Ernest. A. Alson and Arthur ftanton 
; to answer the interro;; te is adjou=ned from 11-16-7h to 12 -16- The So. ordered= 


= ie —r RAST CL, Je vig fe np it : ae bie 
. ove 18-7! , Filed Alp. & toler tes “the time ‘of de? rth -Frnest AL Alson and Arthur ' Stanton: oF a 
kee — conplaint. is adjour ned froa 1 16- 7h to 12 2-15-Tlte So ordered OF Wine 
aus = PRE-TRIAL_ 1 eons: eect b paekely WG Oates 8 
Filed mem endorsed or. mot‘on filed 11-7. Mution withdrawn pursuant toi 


-~tipulati on between fe 85 Sel, entered in open court on arcumnts of tie 


Bsize latest pa jp - 


“motion, dispos: ing of ob. ect ions « Goett al, Se Mae . “~~ | 


We 19-7), Filed stip fe order + that the des osition of ilornblewar & steaks Nomphill, | 


ae : = tine-f for ‘Hornblower ? ( Weeks lange. Noyes, Ince to pede st atal.t eo eet... 


| request for documents contained in pltffs' notice of taking te sticone |____ 
ee ets Ye W=15-7h are adjoum ned without dates So ordsrei- FRAIKEL, J. 


‘Ve 26-74 Filed dart. J John z. Gosn ie at 45 answers to an enced interrogs.s 


ask eee -——- ee -4+-—. — 


[ove 27-7h Filed deft. John Re « Gosnell answers ‘to amended interrog3e 


—— — 


Jece 9ej't| _ Filed ‘aaf'te Hornblower : : Weeks-! lemphill, Noyes, - ince menor andum in opposition to 

ai a : pltffs' mot ion to anend the caption and the complaint “and to discontime fhe action 
ame , 10=7h. Filed deft. Arthur Yc Youny & Coe affdvt. of “Laura _ Banfield in opposition, tops tts! 

. motion to amend the omnplainge 0 ss Ce : - 

Dec. ce Filed pltffs' affavt, of Georze Abramson in opposition to motion for mumary_ judmunt 
see i es Arthur foung fe Coe : | 


' 


—_—— 5 SPP aes ONY. Riga 
ete 13-7h: Filed memorandum in oposition to motion ee de(t. Arthur_Young & Wy, _for_.surm 


ee ae = Kuiedabanntntre Si 


_Judgment _and far__security and_-ttomney ferS<—————-—-— 


ES 3 seepage RE _ OF i eee coer ae §, 
a ae ROE (oT) —— PAEE Pa 


AMOUNT P 

REPORTLO iM 4 

EMOLUMENT | 
RETURNS 


FILING@ —-PROCEEOINGS 


| Ce ee Pie aes. 


Dees ip-7k ~Yiled ‘pittfs' affdvt. of Lowell M. Reed in | opposition to motion for _surmary 


| 
Et tat SEER boone we em ae 
judgment by deft. , Arthur, ne ae ge te TEE | 
uce 1 “7h — Filod stip | & order extending the time of defts. Ernyst 5S, Als3on.and |. .— - 
+} Art nr Stanton to answer the : complaint?ton 12-16-7h_ to 1-15-75 ¢ _ pray nthe eee 
| So ordered= FRANKEL, J. ' 


Dec. 13-74 I Filed stip & | order that the time of defts. Ernest 5S. ee and t Artin Stanton = ae 
to answer ‘ the interroyse 3 is adj: ourned from 12-16-74 to 1- 16-76. So ard ardered> | yee 
————— — 3 Oe - | ——<—--- 
Dec.18-7h |Filed ed rep: irt and raconnendatioa of of Magistrate Gottel with. respect to pltff's + os 
—— e573" ati ; 


motion seeking mu multiple relief.. os ea a ee 1 —-— 


Dec.18-7 [Filed report and recommendation of Magistrate Goettel with_respect to ert - on 
motion ~f°r class | determination until 60 days after completion of f abacorerds 


I recommend the Court : aliow an adjournment. vot. Tes 2 4 DC s" om ee 
Filed stip & order that the time within waich the deft. The Paul oa siRSe 


ee 


Jare 2—75 
Corpe my answer, etce to pltffs ' second Set of of ‘nterrogse is extended | 
tet to 3-10-75. So ordered- FRANKTL, J. ae rect i 
Jane 3-7 | Filed pltffs' affdvt. of I, Walton Bader’ and notice of mo* ‘ion for an order a 
extending the time for pitffs to move for a determination under FRCH 230 (1) _ 
that, this action progeed as as. a Class Action until 60 days subsequent to the <a 
completion of discovery by all partie 28, et etce 
SEE, : EIB RTS ; Ty, ArT % — 
Jane 3-75 Filed memo endorsed on motion: filed 1-3-75¢ —this_no moticn is RUSTE 2 


extent of determining that. the time to apply for an order respect: ing |th a 


proppriety.of maintaining the suit as a class action shall be extended to} 
3-10-75, etc. as indicated. It is so ordered- FRATKEL,’ : (m/n) | | 
x 


Jane 3-75 | Filed memo endorsed on notion filed L-D-The= : the motion is granted in 


the following respects : 
artridze *e sascansapacbonealin ton Inc may be repila ced by substitutt 


- +e. ° 


the action is discontinued with 1 prejudice as to the initial 
pltff « Independent. Investor Protective Leamie - Be oe 


j= the caption is amended to reflect the above changes in parties 
Shas Oi ees eth alain TRA aca 


and that, in all other respects the notion is deniede So ordered 3 
FRANKRL, Je 


-_———— 


Filed memorandum for counsel as indicatedes =™ FRANKEL, J. 


Filed stip- & order_ that the time of defts. ! Ernest Se Alson and Arta Artaur Stanten 
from 1-16-75 to 2-1b- i 


Jan . 875 
Jane 15-7 


; to answer the he complaint is & is, edjeurmet rom 1s > 
ee te 
t —---—— 
Bene | (C NTINUED -PAGE # 8 “other yr side) — 
ye 


(2462 g 8) Se al 


j | AMOUNT ~ 4 
pate FILING ROCEEUINGS REPORTED IN 
° ; — oa - EMOLUMENT 

| RaTUHNS 


Me 1-75 Filed ‘etip & order ‘that: po tine of defts. Ernest sy ‘as and Arthur Stantea 
to answer the interregse {s adjourned frem 1-16-75 to 2- 16-75, | | 


~= a 


Se ordered- Me J. | | 


- - - ———— 


Jw.15- 75 Filed ne snorandunf Mat 2 “ieft Arthur Young & Co. has moved ‘for gumnary judeent. 
j Since this primary elfort succeeds, ths court does not reach the allernuative prayer 


| for 32 “security § for costs. -aeeewThem motion ‘for summary Judgrent is “granted. |The » | 


—- ---———— —— 


complain} is dismissed as against dert ft A. Young & | Co. 44S0 ) ordered... .F vankel,J. | 


eee exrret Sapa 


( Mailed ‘led notice) 


Jane 17-15 Filed b pansc.iy. CF co 3 ie Ste “dated F< oe wits a 
Jane Jane 17276 Filed Memerandun-a bend in the amount of $2,500 {5 ordered at this tine, witnows 
: seats prejudice to an application fer increase at a date six months er nore ‘Treat Re 


; ii r upon a specific s and detailed ‘showing ¢ “of Insufficiency. It i's se y Bedard 


late (2-75 Filed deft. Arthur Young j & Co. affdvt. of P.B. | Kenrad Xn Knake . and 1 netice of ef metion- 


———pRaNKeL, Je (afm) 


— — 


for an erder pursuant te Rule 54 “() FRCP determining that here is ne e is ne just reas 
—————}—_ Yor delay inthe entry ef “final judement in faver or said deft. & out iene: ‘the 


| ae A ees eS Sea. 
Clerk te enter final judymont. et. on 4 2-6-15e i 


oe eens! Sameer Naa ope 


“Ze ie 30675 __ Filed pltffs. affirmtieg ef I. walten * Bader on motion retnble 2ahoTS : 


‘va ese Lle75 Filed ed stip & om & order that the time of deftse Ernest S« Se Alson and Arthur! — te 
~__|___ answer the © name De the complaint is ws is adjourned from 2-16-75 to 3e16-75 Sa ondarede 
FRANKEL, Je 
Febe 9 _Filed stip & order that the time of defts, Erne Ernest S» -Ason_and Arthur Stantca— ow 


oer answer / the the interrezse is adjourned from 2-15-75 to 3-16-75¢ selerderaic 


3 (sania we 


> 


FRANKEL, ae 
‘be 21=7 Fited Order and 4 Judgment of,” of dismissal as to deft. Artaur ‘Young & Co.on the merits, 
_with prejudice, Bnd the “Clerk 4 is directed to enter final jt judgment. FRAIK hoc! 
eS Judgment entered-2-@1-75- Clerk __{m YM aes Se | ce 
Feb. HS 5° Filed deft. The Paul “evere Corp. netice.of, potion for en .erdePro> oo tr 
to dismiss pursuant to Rule lil (b). Ret. 3-10-75 ines =o ry OO 
Feb. “fr Filed deft. The Paul Revere Corp. affdvt. of John Be} Vaniels in r -f motion to 
‘dismiss. as ie 


Pebe 16 Bist’ Memorandum of deft. The Paul Fevere Corp. in suenert. of Ate motion te diraiaad 


sma: Bie saree aeeaaaaeaeee 
Copies to to: white & Vase= Shea, Gould, ¢ vette: sa Sitnbheien Sttninee., atin d, 
Wtterbar , Steindler, etce and Williamson & Schieman. Entered- 3-475 


——————————— 
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‘ 


aveleaéa mt carats DAU asewe ees ati ULCe OL die vor AVCU CUNPe, eb al (4 Gav ef Ja 
deal (Page 4 9) CFRANKEL, ol), 
€ oo eS Os , 
. ee PROCEEDINGS ‘~ { 


Se — 
ene SEE order of_ discontinuance with prejudice and without coats as 


te___-_, 


Paul Xeye ‘ ‘ed=_F ia‘ H i 
arch 3-75" So stmaemcetennch Set vicauaaen at eres BRASS ATED: 


=e 


weed Hadley & McCloy- Bae aoe Stimson Putnam & Roberts- oe ae De Bre 


=e = Climenko & Kramer= Wachtsl1, Manheim & Grouf. Entered 3-13-75 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT oa 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK es 
eee 2 wo 

xz “© 

INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE, in <= 

Pr a ee menbership affected; EDDIE L. 

vir, Jt,, Individually and in behalf of 3 

nersons similarly situated and 
stanced, 
Plaintiffs 
-acainst- Civil Action 


74 Civil 731 ME 


CORPORATION, JOHN H. GOSNELL, PAUL REVERE 
TION, CARTRIOGE TELEVISION, INC. , HORNBLOWER 
EKS-HEMPHILL NOYES, INC. , ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY, 
—é5 R, KERR, FRANK STANTON, CHARLES 0. BROWN, 

WUEL We GELFMAR, DONALD F. JOHNSON, DENIS B. 

‘rL EWICZ, ERNEST Se ALSON,ALAN Se BERK, JAMES R. 

HPSEY,W. VICTOR MMALEH,ARTHUR STANTON, 

m:! M. TUTTLE, HARLAND fh. BASS, THOM®S Je 
“ILLIVAN, GEORGE S¢ TRIMBLE, "JOHN DOE" and 
RiCHARD ROE", the names "JOHN DOE" and 
yp |CHARD ROE" being ficticious, the parties 
‘ntended being those officers, directors and/or 
. jo loyees of the defendants who participated in 
the unlawful acts as alleged herein, 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
34RS: 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that EDDIE L. THOMPSON, JR., Individually 
and In behalf of all other persons similarly s{tuated and 
circumstanced, hereby appeals to the United States Court of 


‘ 
A 


appeals for the Second Circuit from eachand every part of an order 


and Judgment of Dismissal as to tne defendant ARTHUR YOUNG & COMrA Wf 


oe: SP Ree are ey 


The said Order and Judgment was made on February 19th, 
1374 and Judgment was entered by the Clerk of this Court on 


kebruary 21st, 1975. 


ad 1 March 3rd,1975 Yours, etc. 
' /, 
ah aet. / 7 
. WHITE & CASE,Esqs. BADER and BADER 
Attorneys for Defendant Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 270 Madison Avenue 
14 Wall Street New York NY 10016 


New York,N.Y. 


SHEA, GOULD, etc,,Esqse 

300 Madison Avenue 

New York,N.Y. 

Attorneys for Defendants 

ERNEST S,. ALSON qnd ARTHUR STANTON 


WINTHROP, STIMSON, PUTNAd & ROBERTS, Esqs. 
‘ttorneys for defendants AVCO CORPORATION, 
PAUL REVERE CORPORATION, JAMES Kk, KERR, 
DONALD F, JOHNSON,ALAN S. BERK, JAMES R, 
DEMPSEY,GORDON M. TUTTLE,HARLAND A, BASS 
THOMAS J, SULLIVAN and GECRGE S. TRIMBLE 


MILBANK, TWEED, etc. 

Attorneys for Defendant HORNBLOWER 
1 Chase Manhattan Plaza 

New York NY 10005 


OTTERBOURG, STEINDLER, etc. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CARTRIDGE TELEVISON, INC. 
230 Park Avenue 

New York,N.Y. 


WILLIAMSON & SCHOEMAN,Esqs, 
Attorneys for Defendant GOSNELL 
60 East 42nd Street 

New York,N,Y. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


FEB 21 1975 


INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE — D. FW. 
LEAGUE, in behalf of its membership ‘ea LD. oF NW. 
affected; EDDIE L. THOMPSON, Jr., ceds 4 
individually and in behalf of all vr 
persons similarly situated and 
circumstanced, : 74 civ. 731 (MEF) 
Plaintiffs, 
ORDER AND 
~against- : JUDGMENT OF 
DISMISSAL AS TO 

AVCO CORPORATION, JOHN Hl. GOSNELL, : DFFENDANT ARTHUR 


PAUL REVERE CORPORATION, CARTRIDGE YOUNG & COMPANY 
TELEVISION, INC., HORNBLOWER & WEEKS~ : 
HEMPHILL NOYES, gINC., ARTHUR YOUNG & 
COMPANY, JAMES R. KERR, FRANK STANTON, 
CHARLES D. BROWN, SAMUEL W. GELFMAN , 
DONALD F. JOHNSON, DENI=s B. TRELEWICZ, 
ERNEST S. ALSON, ALAN S. BERK, JAMES R. 
DEMPSEY, W. VICTOR EMMALEH, ARTHUR 
STANTON, GORDON M. TUTTLE, HARLAND A. 
BASS, THOMAS J. SULLIVAN, GEORGE Ss. 
TRIMBLE, "JOHN DOE" and “RICHARD ROE" 
being ficticious, the parties intended 
being those officers, directors and/or 
employees of the defendants who partici- 
pated in the unlawful acts as alleged 
herein, 


Defendants. 


Plaintiffs Independent Investor Protective League 
and Eddie L. Thompson having commenced this action against 
defendant Arthur Young & Company (“Arthur Young") and others, 
and Arthur Young having moved for an order pursuant to Rule 
6, FP.R.C.P. dismissing the complaint as against Arthur 
young, Or in the alternative requiring plaintiffs to post 


cocurity for costs, aad this action having been discontinued 


with prejudice as to plaintiff Independent Investor Protective 


x am atte. aneanunta 
League, upon motion of plaintiffs, by order entered January 
3, 1975, anda the motion of Arthur young for summary judgment 
having come on for argument before the court on ganuary 13. 
1975, and due deliberation having been had thereon, and the 
court having granted said motion by memorandum opinion and 
order entered january 15, 1975. and Arthur young huving moved 
this court for an order pursuant to Rule 54(b),. F.R.C.P-. 
and said motion having duly come on to be heard and granted, 
IT 1S HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the 
_~omplaint and the action be, and the same hereby 4re 
aismissed as against aefendant Arthur Young on the merits, 
with prejudice: and the court further determines pursuant to 
Rule 54 (b) of the rederal Rules of civil procedure that 
there is no ust reason for delay i” the entry of final 
judgment dismissing the complaint and action 4s against 
Arthur young, and the clerk is directed to enter final 
judgment accordingly- 


pated: New york, New york 
february [7 . 1975 


Un Sfrasbol 


Marvin E- prank] 


united states pistrict gudge ° 
JUDGMENT ENTERED, 
this we *aay of February: 
1975. : « 


fp ee ; She : Ll 


aw 5 
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-- ~< aes as a 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT i = 32 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORR ol = 


So dee gis apse da a ta Ss mc Oe eee ee CSP 


XNDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE 3 
IEAGUE, et ale, 


canal + BRYA 


-against- 74 Civ. 731 
z MEMORANDUM 
i4vcGO CORPORATION, et al., 
Defendunts. 8 
no wee «6 @ @ ao awe wewewee = x 


: FRANKEL, D PT | & 


Defendan‘: Arthur Young & Company has moved for 
summary judgment. Since this primary effort succeeds, 
the court does not reaqh the alternative prayer for 
security for costs. 

Arthur Young is among an array of corporate 
and individual defendants fran whom the plaintiff SOLAS 
to recover for losses on purchases of the stock of defendant 
onsenaed Tels;: "ion, Inc. (Cartridge). Cartridge, now in 
bankruptcy, was organized and financed with a great deal 
of public money to develop and market & color video tape 
cartxidge systom. Having lost on his investment in that 


seemingly attractive goui, plaintiff sus, ostensibly 


as representative of * «: -a, for what he now asserts were & 


series of false and misleading statements i: a prospectus 
and elsewhere. He alleges there were false projections as 
to when sales would occur, false claims of patents md 
patent prospects, unlawful “touting” of Cartridge's stock, 
eo of insider information, antitrust violations that 
_xessed the price of the stock, and, wi thout exhausting the 


“alse and misleading statements of Cartridge's financial 


naition. 

The present movent, the bankrupt company‘s 
iependent auditing firm, is in the roster of defendants 
-cause of its role in what plaintiff alleges was a false 

und misleading prospectus and, secondarily, for other, 
allegedly misleading statements as to Cartridge's finances. 
© gist of the compaint, essentially all of it as to 


arthur Young, is paragraph Forty-Sixth:s 


“In the said financinl statements, 
the financial picture of the operations 
of Cartridge Television, Inc. is completdy 
distorted by the carrying of current expenses 
(referred to as ‘research and preoperating costs‘) 
as ‘deferred expenses.’ Thus the poor financial 
picture of Cartridge Television, Inc. 

(which caused it to file a Petition in 

Bankruptcy in June, 1973) was completely 

masked in the financial information submitted. 
Furthermore the said Defendmts did not charge 
depreciation with respect to the production 
facilities and equipment of Cartridge 

Television, Inc., further masking the true 
financial position of said corporation." 
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Upon the undisputed facts, these assertions, even as 

shifted from time to time or elaborated in responses | 
to interrogatories, are seen neither to state nor to 
forecast any legitimate reason for keeping Arthur Young 

& Company in this case as a defendmt. It is clear 

beyond factual or legal question that this firm of accountants 


did its work responsibly, lawfully, and conformably 


to S.E.C. regulations, misleading neither the plaintiff 
nor anyone else in any actionable or realistic sense, and 
revealing plainly the very facts which plaintiff. finds 
in the questioned documents and t!.en describes 

as having been “completely masked.” 

Cartridge wa at the material times in the 
“development or promotional stage. . .« °” Applicable 
S.E.C. regulations, 17 CFR §210.5a-02 (14) (1972), said such 
companies “shall comply with r - « conditions" which included 
dntes Blhia, an accounting format under which “assets” were incluied 
in the same statement with “unrecovered costs incurred in 
promotion . . . and development." The documents plaintiff 
assails followed this direction. Moreover, ciecr and 
sufficient notes explained that this was being done and 


what it signified. Plaintiff's belated insistence that he 
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did not understand, apart from his faijure to claim clearly 
that he was ever misled, may be accepted as true. It does 
not make the proper, sufficient, and even required form 
of accounting an actionable wrong. 
There is argument that Cartridge was not in 
the “development stage" at pertinent times, but that 
the disputed sums had been dissipated for an “abandoned 
experiment.“ This is a locution without business or 
jegal significance in the case. 
Plaintiff also argues that Cartridge should 
have stopped reporting as a developing company in March 
‘Lher than November 1972, because the earlier date was & 
time of substantial recefpts from sales of products. There 
s no persuasive force in this. The accounting and 
management judgment from which plaintiff? dissents was 
reasonable, permissible, and in no wise misleading. 
The motion for summary judgment is granted. 


* 


The complaint is dismissed as against defendant Arthur 


Young & Company. 


It is so ordered. : 
Dated: Mew York, New York Harr Y Ka has 


January 15, 1975 U.8.DJ- 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
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INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE, 
ET ALy, 74 CiVe 731 (MEF) 


Plaintiffs, 
-against- 
AVCO CORPORATION, ET AL., 
Defendants, 


ee ee oo 006 088 08588 NOOO SSSS RENT BHASBHS OK 


AFFJDAVIT OF LOWELL M, REED IN 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT BY DEFENDANT 
ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY . 


STATE OF 2 SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) SSe3 


COUNTY OF : SPARTANBURG oer ) 

LOWELL My REED, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

| am a Certified Public Accountant engaged in the 
practice of Accountancy at 217 North fairview Avenue, 
Spartanburg, South Carolina, 

| recelved my Certification In 1950 and have been 
practicing Accountancy since Shat tiwe, with the exception of 
the years 1952 to 1953, when | was employed by the Audit 
Agency of the United Staces Army, 

| also have taught Accountancy at Wefford College. 


t am famillar with generally accepted Accounting 
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practices and, In my opinion, the Accounting practices utilized 

by ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY In conrection with the Prospectus 

of July 13, 1971, and the Annual Reports of 1971 and 1972 

of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, IPC. as well as the 10K Reports 

flled with the SEC for 1971 and 1972, contain financial 

information which omits to state material facts necessary 

In order to make the statements, In the light of the clroume 

stances under which they were made, not misleadings 
Furthermore, these financial statements are, In 

my opinion, deceptive devices and contrivances. 


Furthermore, the financial statements contained Ina 


% 
the above Reports are, In my opinion, misleading with respect 


to material facts, 

Since the above statements are conclusory state- 
ments, on my part, | shell now set forth tive reasons for my 
opinion; | 

In the financial statements set forth in the 
Prospectus, the sum of $6,075,700 Is "“defe,. 2d" and, 
generally, denominated "Research and Operating Cests". 
While, at the time that the Prospectus was issued on July 13, 
1971, It was permissible to defer Research and Development 
Expenses for companies [n the develoomental stageg such 
deferral was not pe.aitted for a company which, clearly, was 


not In such developmental stage, On Page 3 of the Prospectus, 


the following statement appears: 


weet "the Company incurred approx- 

imately $6,076,000 of research and preoperating 
costs in developing its CARTRIVISION system, 
and it estimates that at least an additional 
$7,509,000 of preoperating costs must be 
incurred before the first units can be sold, 
For financial reporting purposes, research and 
preoperating costs will be amortized over a 
36-month period commencing when sales of the 
Susaieiis products are first made, (See Note } 
to the financial statements), The Company 
also estimates that approximately $8,640,000 
will be spent to acquire additional capital 

“ equipment and tooling before the first units 


can be sold,"' **** 


- meer 


A company, in my opinion, which has spent, approxe 
imately, $6,000,000 and estimates an expenditure of $7,000,000 
before any units could be sold, is not a company In the 


developments! stage, 
The go- called "Research and preoperating costs" 


actually constitute “unsuccessful experimentation" and, 


therefore, the deferral of the expenditures was Improper. 
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Further, turning to the financial statements where 
the so-called "Research and preoperating costs" are itemized, 
there are two items which | question, One Is the sum of 
$393,779 (Page 23 of the Prospectus) which Is loosely 
denominated as Avco"s "production startup costs" wit ut any 
itemization as to what this figure consists of and the further 
amount of $208,590 listed as “other without any itemization 
of such figure, It Is noted that the two Items total $602,369 
which amounts to, approximately, 10% of the $6,075,700 of 
"Research and preoperating costs", Furthermore, there is a 
figure of $1,593,483 listed as “accrual adjustments” without 
any specification as to what this figure Involves, 

There is also an item on Page 23 of the Prospectus 
of $60,521 for socalled "Satent Applications", This is not 
broken down and may very well Involve the Iniringement problem 


which ts hinted at on Page 11 of the Prospectus, 


in addition, it Is noted that Page 26 of the 
Prospectus, Item 5, Indicates that the Research and preope- 
erating costs, which the Company has deferred for financial 


statement purposes, are claimed as deductions for Federal 


income Tax purposes in the year incurred. This procedure is permissable, 
but some note of how much was included as a deduction for income 
taxes shoul’ be included in the note of explanation to avoid misunderstanding. 
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We now come to the 10K Report for 1971, it Is 
noted that Avco's Production Startup costs, again unitem!zed, 
are now $1,242,852, while the “other” unitemized item is 
$1,085,986. Accrual adjustments,- otherwise unspect fled, 
are now $1,061,349, The "Research and preoperating costs" 
are now up to $10,434,448, 

If the two Items of $1,242,852 and $1,085,956 
are added together, they represent, approximately, 20% of 
the total “Research and preoperating costs", This is 
obviowsly not proper Accounting practice and the finencial 
ste .vents are, therefore, misleading, It is also noted 
that as of the filing of the 1971 10K Report with the SEC, 
on February 28, 1972, sales did not actually commence at 
the time that this Report was filed, 

Now turning to the 1972 10K Report, the “Research 
and preoperating costs now called “Research, preoperating 
and startup costs" are now $31,280,487, The breakdown of 
this figure now Indicates a figure of $9,693,116 against an 
entry called "Avco Corporation" and the socalled explanatory 
note, apparently, Note "c" on Page F-l0 of the 10K Report, 
does not give a rational explanation of the item, The 
"other" Item is now $3,051,914 without any explanation as 


to what this Item consists of, “Accrual adjustments” 
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without any breakdown, are now listed at $11,829,0.7 without 
any explanation as to what this Item consists of, ina my 
opinion, this constitutes a misleading financial report, 

Under all of these ©: rcumstances, | respectfully submit 

that the financial statements Certified by the Defendant 
ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY are not In accordance with the standards 


requires for such Reports. 


SWORN TO BEFORE ME 


THIS 7 DAY OF 


Dezember _, 19743 
‘ 


( > ~ 
WIN Chenery 


NOTARY PUBLIC. oq South Carolina 


. i! My commission expires: April Il, 1982 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT + . 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE et, al. 


Plaintiffs | 
| 
against Civil Action 
74 Civil 731 MEF | 
AVCO CORPORATION et. al. 
Defendants 
t , AFFIDAVIT OF GEORGE ABRAMSOH IN 
) OPPOSITION TO MOT.ION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT BY DEFENDANT ARTHUR YOUNG 
& COMPANY ee 
; STATE OF GEORGIA 
$$: 
COUNTY OF FULTON 


GEORGE ABRAMSON, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 
} am one of the officers, to wit, the President, of 


_ PATENTS MANAGEMENT CORPORATION, a Georgia Corporation, having its 


‘ office at Georgia Savings Bank Bullding, Atlanta, Georgia. 
i PATENTS MANAGEMENT CORPORATION is an organization 
| engaged In the appralsal,promotion, and development of patents and 


| 
' Inventions and has been in business since 16.0. 


: | have read the prospectus of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, 
INC, which claims that this company Is a company in the developments 
stage. 

in my opinion, on the dete of the prospectus, 


CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, was not a company in the devalopmenta} 
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1qe by reason of the fact that the prospectus indicates that at : 

ast $7,509,000 of additional preoperating costs would have to be, 
curred before the item involved would be saleable. The total 
reount expended, at thet time, for preoperating costs was 
56,076,000. 

Based upon these figures tt Is my opinion that the 
company was Involved In a mere abandoned experiment and the costs | 
originally incurred would not be properly deferrable, 

Furthermore, In my opinion, since the company could not 
assure a clear Pom title to its device since It had a claim of 


natent infringement made against it at the time of the prospectus, | 


it could not be properly considered a company In the developmental | 
| 


stages where research and development costs could have been deferraé 
« 3 a) ‘A 
frat fe Lb siuxr pa Joey 
Sworn to before me George Abramson i 
Y / | 
| this 7 day of V7.2 s+ 
J { 


sig 
i 
' 


Notary Public 
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Nut TO STATES DISTRICT COURT 
oP ae RN DESTRICT OF NEW YORK 


~*#* coos eneeoee® Se 8 ee SeeaSSSSRESSROSSEO TIN: 


NOE PENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE 
rt, 


Plaintiffs 


Civil Action | 
74 Civil 731 MEF 


against 
\cO CORPORATION et. al. 


Defendants 


AFFIDAVIT OF EDDIE L. THOMPSON, JR, 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROL INA 


ss: 
COUNTY OF 
| 
EDDIE L. THOMPSON, JR,, being duly sworn, deposes and | 
<a | 
| 1 am one of the plaintiffs in the above-entitled | 


action and am fuily familiar wits the facts and circumstances 
thereof, ; | 
} make this affidavit In opposition to the Motion for 
Summary Judgment made by the defendant ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY. 

Despite the claim made by ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY that 
ali of the financial statements in the prospectus, !0K and annual | 
reports of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC. were made in accordance with 
approved accounting practices, insofar 8s i was concerned | was 
misled, 

| have been Informed by my atcorney that even if 


valance sheets are prepared in accordance with approved account ing| 
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* charged. The part of the "Assets" column which covers "Intangibles 


practices an accountant preparing these statements will stiii we | 
liable to any party mis@fid if the statements would mislead him, | 
Since | am not én accountant | have submitted, on this 
notion, an affidavit of Mr. Reed, who Is a certified public account- 
nt wit's respect to his conclusions with respect > the fallure of 
ihe defendant ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY co prepare the various i 


financial statements of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, In accordance 


-ith proper accounting practice, 1 wi.l, of course, not repeat Mr. 


Reed's conclusions but will simply set forth wherein | was misled, 


In the pouneeerye on page 22 there is what purports to 
be a "Balance Sheet". The part of the statements, which | bel leved 
to cover “Assets” is called "Statement of Assets, Intangibles and 
deferrals". | assumed that "Intengibies and Deferrals" were 4 


species of Assets and not, In effect, expenses which were not 


and Deferrals" Is not clearly separated from the true “Asset” ~: 
portion o% the column, which, »f course, makes It misleading to me 
The so-called “Research and Pre-Operating Costs", amounting to 
$6,075,700 are not properly broken down on page 23. Fucthermore 
there Is no explanation of the word “Historical” or “Pro Forme 
unaudited" on page 22. 

Using my "layman's approach" | therefore felt that 
CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, had a net worth of $7,610,500 {[subtractiag 
$1,841,283 from $9,451,783) and, coupled with the prospects for 8 | 


new product, this made a proper Investment for me. Hed | known 
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that, in fact, the company,, CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC. was Insolvent 
in an amounc of $5,625,721 | be sete tile the tiabilities of $7,891, | 
3 from the assets of $2,265,562] i would certainly not have 
vnurchased stock in this company. | 

The annual report for 1971 continues this misleading : 
financial reporting. The purported "Assets" for 1971 are $29,374, | 
131 (page 9 of the report) and the purported "Liabilities" are ! 
51,933,237. This would give a purported “Net Worth" to the | 
company of $27,440,894 which checks with the last figure on page 9, 
Actually, of course, the company had a net worth, at that time, of 
no more than $16,818,503 [deducting the false asset of $10,522,391]]. 
This meant, of course, that the company had lost substantial sums | 
since it had received some $20,000,000 In stock proceeds the | 
preceding year. 

The annual report for 1972 contirues the misleading 
financial reporting, The purportec assets are listed at $48, 057, 635) 
and the liabilites at $26,616,741 giving an apparent net worth to 
the company of $27,440,897 (page 4 of the report). !n actuality, | 
however, the company was Insolvent and had a negative net worth of | 
$3,967,010 [deducting the jlabilities of $20,616,741 from the true | 
assets of $16,649,731). 

Finally ! would like to comment o the request made by 
the defendant ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY that I be required to ss sara 
: curity for Costs, and security for an prospective award of 
attorneys fees as provided by Section 18 et, seq. of the Securities, 
and Zxchange Act of 1934 (15 USC 78r), | have been Informed by my 


! 
attorney that such an undertaking Is granted only wher two factors | 
2s | 


are present. These factors are (1) the claim made by the plaintiff 
Is a very small amount (even though the Class Claims may be large) | 
ani (9% the claim has little merit to support it. | 
In the present case neither factor is present. My own 

aside from the Class Claims, exceed $250,000 and the claims 

those who have joined with me in this action exceed $600,000, 

Ihe merits of the claims involved are readily apparent from the 
osing and moving affidavits and therefore this branch of the | 
motion should be denied, | 


WHEREFORE the undersigned prays that this motion be In 
a 


| 
all respects denied. | 
| 


sworn to before me Eddie L, Thompson,Jr. / 


nis’ °° day of December 1974 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT couRT  - AE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK  < 


INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE, In 
behalf of its! Membership affected; 

EDDIE 1, THOMPSON, JR, Individually and in 
behalf of aj] other persons similarly 
Situated and cricumstanced, 


Plaintiffs, 
“against- 


AVCO CORPORATION, JOHN H, GOSNELL, PAUL REVERE 
CORPORATION, CARTRIDGE TELEVISION INC,, 


| Directors and/or Employees of the Defendants 


who Participated In the unlawful acts as 
alleged herein, 


Defendants, 


COUNT ONE 


Plaintiffs, for their Complaint herein 


: show to this Court and allege: 


FIRST; Plaintiff INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE 
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CLASS ACTION 


JURY TRIAL 
DEMANDED 


e 


COMPLAINT 


» F@spectfully 


! | 
is an unincorporated association of investors who have banded | 
together for their mutual protection, Plaintiff has its' hie! 
and place of business at 19 West 24th Street, New York, N.Y. | 

SECOND: Plaintiff EDDIE L, THOMPSON, JR, Is a Member 
of the Plaintiff INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE, Said 


Plaintiff resides within the State of North Carolliia and is a 


| stockholder of the Defendant CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, Said 
Plaintiff purchased and sold shares of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 
f during the time mee alleged herein, 
THIRD: Defendant CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, is, on 
information and belief, a Corporation duly organized and 
r existing under the Laws of the State of Delaware, having its! 
« principal office and place of business at 460 Park Avenue, 

- New York, Ns Y. This Defendant Is In Chapter 11 proceed:ngs 

in the United States District Court for the Southern District 

of Wew York, 

FOURTH: Defendant AVCO CORPORATION is, on information 
and belief, « Corporition duly organized and existing under the 
Laws of the State of Delaware, having an office and place of 
business at 750 Third Avenue, New York, N.Y. 

FIFTH: Defendant HORNBLOWER & WEEKS-HEMPHILL, NOYES 
is a partnership having an office and place of business at 


R Hanover Street, New York, N.Y, This partnership was suc seeded 


by the Jefendant HORNBLOWER & WEEKS-HEMPHILL, NOYES, INC, which 
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the assets and lial ibities of the former partnership. 


acquired 
S|XTH: The named tndividual Defendants are officers 
and Directors of the Corporate Defendents wh) participéted 


in the unlawful acts set forth trein as will be s ibsequently 


set forth. 


SEVENTH: The "JOHN DOE” and “RICHARD ROE Defendants 
will be properly named after full examinations of the Defendants 


can be had, 


EIGHTH: This Count Is a cause of action for damages 
for a false and wnisleading prospectus and is directed against 
the Defendants AVCO CORPORATION, CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC., 
HORNBLOWER & WEEKS-HEMPHILL, NOYES, JAMES R, KERR, FRANK STANTON 
CHARLES D, BROWN, SAMUEL W,. GELFMAN, DONALD F, JOHNSTON, - 

DENIS B, TRELEWICZ, ERNEST A, ALSON, ALAN S, BERK, JAMES R, DEMP 
VICTOR ELMALEH, ARTHUR STANTO" «od GORDON M, TUTTLE, 

NINTH: This Court -equires Jurisdiction of this 
Count pursuant to the Secur: “Jes Acts of the United States and, 
in particular, without lim: tstion, to Sections 10, Wi, 12, 13, 
15, 17, and 22 of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 USC 779, 
is USC 77J, 15 USC 77k, 15 USC 77h, 15 USC 77m, 15 USC 77, 
1S USC77q and 15 USC 77v). 

TENTH: This Court acquires personal jurisdiction of 


the Individual Defendants not residing within the territory 
of the State of New York since the offer and sale of the securitie: 


| 
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Involved took place within this District and the said Fe rennanns 
participated therein, 

ELEVENTH: This suit Is belng brought within three 
years of the date of the o*far of the securities involved 
to the public and within one year from the date when the 
omissions Involved could have been discovered by reasonab!e 
diligence, 

TWELFTH: The following set forth the statements in 
the said prospectus for the public sale of stock of -CARTRIDGE 
TELEVISION, INC, which are misleading of the facts which 
would have been yequired to be stuted to make the prospectus 
involved not misleading, The specific recital of such 
facts is without prejudice to a showing of other facts in- 


volving these issues if the circumstances varrant; 


a, On Page 2 of the prospectus it is 
stated that the Company developed a color video tape 
cartridge syscem, The Impression is thus glven that the 
system had been fully developed at that time, in point of 
fact, as was revealed in the bankruptcy of sald CARTRIDGE 
TELEVISION, INC, on June 6, 1973, the sald system was 
not, in fact, developed at that time and even toda) js 


Involved with serious production and other "bugs" M-ing 


such systems unsaleable, There have been, on Information 


and belief, practically 100 percent returns of the equip- 


ment, 

b, Also, on Page 2 of the prospectus 
It Is stated that the expectation Is that consumer sales 
will be made by mid-1972, In point of fact, the princi- 
pals well knew that the timetable rot only could not be | 


met but was never Intended to be met, 


ce. On Page 3 of the prospectus it Is 
stated that the said CARTRIOGE TELEVISION, INC, Incurred 
approximately $6,100,000 of research and pre-operating 
costs, The Impression is set forth that these costs 


were primarily ~ssearch costs, In point of fact, a large 


| 
‘ proportion of these oosts, on Information and belief, 
5 ! were extravagant personal expenses Incurrec by Officers 
and Directors of the said CARTRIDGE TELEWSION, INC, 
having no relationship to the business of: the Company or” 
any research and development, | 
d, On Pages 10 and 11 of the pros- 
pectus there are.several statements made with respect to 
patents and patentability of the CARTRIDGE and system 
; iavolved hereic, Many of these statements, on information 
and belief, are false and misleading or, alternatively, | 


there Is no statement presented which would make such 


statements 10t misleading. The details are set forth ee 


| 
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1, It Is not true that the 


prospects of obtaining patent protection for certain 
features of the recorder-playback unit were good, 

Furthermore, the vague statement about patentability | 
of "certain features” Is vague and misleading, | 


2. On information and belief, 


there were, at the time of filing of the prospectus, 
a number of adversary held patents which, In point of 
fact, created a substantial cloud on the right of the 
said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, to manufacture the 


} device involved, 


3, The patent statements about 
‘ claims made against the Company with respect to ad- 
| versary held patents were deliberately made vague 
while, in point of fact, the adversary patents were 
t quite material to the future prospects of the Company, 
: For example, the complete description, number of paten 
| and name ard address of the owner of the adversary 


patent were deliberately not presented to the 


Investor when teading the prospectus, thereby misleaed- 


THIRTEENTH: As a result thereof, the Plaintiffs and the Class 


that they represeit have suffered severe \osses, While the amou 
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of tie losses are not presently known, the losses are estimated 


to amount to at least TEN MILLION ($10,000, 0°00) DOLLARS. 


FOURTEENTH: The Class Involved herein consists of 
the Individuals, firms, corporations and associations who pur- 
chased CARTRIDGE BLEVISION, INC, common stock from the prospectut 
of May 19, 1971, The number of Members of this Class is not 


known with certainty out is believed to consist of at least 


Ten Thousand Individuals, firms, corporations and/or association 


CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 


FIFTEENTH: The following constitute the requisite 
Class Action allegations as required!by the Provisions of 


Civil Rule lA: 


a. The Class Action herein can be maine 
tained under Rule 23a and Rule 23b(1NA], Rule 23b(1) (B) 
and Rule 23b(3) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 
b, The Plaintiffs will fairly and ade- 
siniialls represent the Class since the Plaintiff THOMPSON 
is a Member of the Class erd has no interests adverse to the 
Ciass. The Plaintiff IND:PENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE LEAGUE 


ts a voluntary non-profit organization of investors who have 


banded together for theif mutual protection and therefore Is 


a proper and destrable class representative, 


co. Thm :s@ee te ton, ememercms 16 t&- ine 


dividuelly Joined in this action, 


SIXTEENTH: The following are specific questions of 


law or fact common to the Class: 


a. is the prospectus Involved in 
this sult false and misleading as set forth In the Complaint? 

b, It is clear that the Members of 
the Class suffered losses in connection vith the purchase 
of the stock Inyolved and the amount of loss per share 
Is substantially equal to each Member of the Class, 

c. Did the Defendents have a duty 
to disclose certain facts in the prospectus which were not 


disclosed? 


SEVENTEENTH; The questions of law or fact common to 
the Class predominate over any questions involving individual 
Members of the Class and a Class Action is superior to other 
available methods for the fair and efficient ad!udication of 


the controversy, The following are the reasons therefor: 


a, The inerest of Individual 


Members of the Class in controlling the prosecution of 
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separate actions is minimal because generally each of the 
members thereof have @ relatively small claim against the 


Defendants even though the claim, In the aggregate, is very 


la rge,. 

b, There does not appear to be any 
other litigation Involving the Issues In this action presently 
pending elsewhere. 

c. This forum appears to be the 
desirable forum for the prosecution of this action since 
the listing of the stock was on the st oa Exchange located 
within this District and the majority cf the transactions 
probably occurred within this District, In addition, the 
Defendant CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC. has Its! principal 
office within this District. 

d, There are no difficulties with 
respect to the management of a Class Action, The Class is 
relatively small and the interests of the Members thereof 


appear to be quite similar, 


COUNT TWO 


EIGHTEENTH: Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege the 


‘\iegations set forth Ie PARAGRAPHS "FIRST", “SECOND”, “THIRD”, 
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“FOURTH, “FIFTH, "SIXTH", "SEVENTH", “FIFTEENTH end 
“SIXTEENTH of the Complaint herein as though fully set forth 
herein at length, 


NINCTEENTH: This Court acquires jurisdiction of 


this Count pursuant to the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 


and, In particular, without limitation as to other possible 
violations, Sections 9, 10\b), 20, and 27 (15 USC 781, 

15 USC 78], 15 USC 78t and 15 USC 78aa), and Rule 10b-5 

of the Rules and Regulations of the Seqarities and Exchange 
Commission. 

TWENTIETH: For the purpose of creating a false 
valuation of the stock In the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 
the Defendants HORNBLOWER & WEEKS-HEMPHILL, NOYES , IWC, 
committed the following acts forbiddenunder the Securities 


Acts: 


a. The said Defen@nt HORNBLOWER & WEEKS- 
HEMPHILL, NOYES, INC, through thelr various “Registered , 
Representatives" "touted" the stochof the said CARTRIDGE 
TELEVISION, INC, by making various misleading representa- 
tions with respect to the business >f the said Corporation, 
the future prospects of the said Coporation, and the 


present status of the devices develaed and manufactured by 
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the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION INC, 

b, The sala Defendant HOANBLOWER & WEEKS- 
HEMPHILL, NOYES, INC, issued “bullish” reports, purported!, 
made by unblased research analysts, exaggerating the present 
and the future prospect of the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 

c, While Issuing the sald “bullish” 
reports, on information and belief, the Defendant 
HORNBLOWER & WEEKS-HEMPHILL, NOYES, INC, was disposing of 
the stock of the sald CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, both 
for Its' own account and for the accounts of Officers, 
Partners and favored Customers of said firm, 

d, While issuing the said “bullish” 
reports, on Information and belief, the sald HORNBLOWER & 
WEEKS-HEMPHILL, NOYES, INC, was disposing of stock in 
CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, for the Defendant AVCO CORPORA - 
TION, PAUL REVERE CORPORATION and for accounts control led 
by the Defendant JOHN H, GOSNELL making sald Defendants 
also liable for the acts involved, 

TWENTY-FIRST: As a result of the ac.s 
Involved herein the Plaintiffs and the Class that they 
represent, suffered severe losses estimated at approx- 
imately FORTY MILLION ($40,000,000) DOLLARS, 

TWENTY-SECOND: The Class .nvolved herein 


consists of those Individuals, firms, corporations and/or 
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associations who purchased stock of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 
during the eurlod of the acts alleged herein, which extends 
from approximately June, 197! to June, 1973. The Plaintiff 
THOMPSCN purchased stock In CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC. during 


that period and Is a Member of this Class, The Class Is 


belleved to number about One Hundred Thousand Members, e:. 


TWENTY-THIRD: The following ere the specific 


questions of law or fact common to the Class: 


| a, The misleading activities committed 
by the Defendants in the sale of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, Inc. 
stock acotan: vn perlod involved in this Complaint. 
| b, The legal responsibility of the 


Defendants to the Class Members. 


ae | 
COUNT THREE 


: TWENTY -FOURTH: Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the 
| allegations seey forth In PARAGRAPHS “FURST”, MSECOND",\ "THIRD", 
| “FOURTH, "FIFTH", “SIXTH, "SEVENTH", WE LFTEENTH", and 
| “St, TEENTH® of the Comp la'nt herein as though fully set forth ” 
herein at length, 
YWENT(-FIFTH: This Cause of Action Is specifically 


directed against the Defendants JOHN He GOSNELL and PAUL REVERE 


I 
| 
I 
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|| CORPORATION, 
TWENTY-SIXTH: This ts @ Cause of Action for misuse 


of “Insider formation” and this Court acquires jurisdiction 


thereof by reason of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and 

In particular Section 10(b) thereof (15 USC 78J) and Rule 

10b-5 of the Rules and Regulations of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 

TWENTY-SEVENTH: Based upon his position as Chairman 
of the Executive Committee of the Defendant AVCO CORPORATION 
(which had effective contro! of the De /endant CARTRIDGE TELEVISION 
INC,) the petecidens GOSNELL knew, during the first half of : 
1973, that the Defendant CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, was In - 

| severe finencial difficulties and was going to eventually 
: | €11e a bankruptcy petition, 
“| TWENTY-EIGHTH: The Defendant GOSNELL, for accounts 
| controlled by him, Including, on Information and tellef, 
| PAUL REVERE CORPORATION, various trusts controlled by him, - 


| \scounts for his friends and family members, commenced sekting % 


| the stock of the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, prier to: © <!- 
| dune 6, 1973 based upon the information to which he was privy, 
| that CARTRIOGE TELEVISION, INC. was shortly to file © Detition 
in Bankruptcy, 


| Tei Y=KINTH: At tie same time that the sald De-°. 


_ fendants named icrelnabove were selling stock of the sald’ 


i a 


| CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, the Plaintiff THOMPSON and the Class 
| that he represents were purchasing sald stock and had no 
_ access to sdid"insider Information", 
THIRTIETH: The stock of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 
is presently worth approximately $.25 per share white the price 
at which the stock was purchased by the Class and sold by the 


‘said Defendants hereinabove named was approximately $40,00 per 


share, ; 
THIRTY-FIRGT: It is believed that the number of 
shares of sald CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, sold by the Ssfen« ts 


named hereinabove was approximately Three Hundred Thousand 


shares making the losses to the Class involved approximately 
j TEN MILLION ($10,000,000) DOLLARS. 


THIRTY-SECOND: The Class Involved herein consists 


\] : a 
| of the purchasers of stock of CARTRIDGE TELEVISNON, INC, at , 
“the time that the Defendants named hereinabove were selling 

said shares based upon the "inside diiiiatihie i that CARTRIDGE 


TELEVISION, INC, was about to file a Petition in Bankruptcy, 


| 
| He dates of said sales are belleved to be between January and 


' 


| June 1973. The Plaintiff THOMPSON Is a Member of said Class, 
i : 
| THIRTY-THIRD: The Class is believed to number about 

| One Hundred Thousand (100,000) persons, firms, corporations and 


Fi 
1! 
' 


associations, 
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THIRTY-FOURTH: . The following are the specific ques- 


tions of law or fact common to the Class: 


a, The receipt by the Defendants named 


| 
| hereinabove of “Insider Information", 

b. The utilization of said "insider 
Information" to sell stock of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, ING, 
by the named Defendants herein, 

c, The legal liability of the named 


Defendants by reason of the acts Involved herein, 


8 


COUNT FOUR 


THIRTY-FIFTH: Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the 
allegations set forth In PARAGRAPHS "FIRST", "SECOND", “THIRD”, 
“FOURTH, "FIFTH", "SIXTH", "SEVENTH", "FIFTEENTH" and “SEXTEENT 
of the Complaint herein as though fully set forth herein at 
length, 

THIRTY-SIXTH: This Court acquires jurisdiction of . 
this Count pursuant to the Anti-Trust Laws of the United States 


and, In particular, Section | of the Sherman Act (15 usc 1) with. 
this Court having Jurisdiction pursuant to 15 USC 15, i 


THIRTY-SEVENTH: Tr's Count involves facts which souk 
place within four (4) years ac ‘he date of the Institution of 


this action, 
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THIRTY-EIGHTH: The Defendants herein, on Informetion 
and bellef, have entered Into a combination and conspiracy to 
depress the value of the stock of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 
to destroy the value od ‘the common stcck of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION 
INC,, to destroy the market value of the common stock of 
CARTRIDGE TELEVISION INC,, and to thereby “freeze out" the 
present stockholders of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, and permit 
the Corporation to be taken over by the Defendant AVCO CORPORAT 
at a fraction of the true value, 

THIRTY-NINTH: On Information and belisf, the said 


® 
conspiracy took place as follows: 


a, The Defendant AYCO CORPORATION forced 
its' way Into a controlling position with the Defendant 
CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, and dominated!and controlled said 
Corporation, 

b, Having such domination and control, 
the Defendant AVCO caused the Defendant CARTRIDGE TELEVIS 168 
INC, to make business decisions which were not in the best 
interests of the said Corporation, Including the spending of 
excessive amounts of funds for varlous purposes (said ex- 


cessive fund expenditures being masked as ‘Research and 


Development Expenses"), 


| 
c, The Defendant AVCO ther. sold a sub- | 
stantial block of stock In the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, ENC, 
to the public In mid-1971 so thet the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, 
INC, received substantial public funds which could then be 
utilized by sald Corporation, 

d, The sald Defendant AVCO CORPORATION 
in combInation and conspiracy with the Defendant CARTRIDGE 


TELEVISION, INC, and aided and abetted by certain of the 


Individual Defendants determined to force the said 


CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, Into bankruptcy, 

e. The said conspirators, on information 
and belief, ence phaaine to offer the creditors of the said 
CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, a fractional sum in settlement of 
their claims and would further obtain, in a bankruptcy 
settlement, control of an absolute majority of the stock of 

sald CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 7 

f, The .ald conspirators, on information 
and belief, then intend to "freeze out" the remaining public 
stockholders of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, by acquiring 
the requisite avount of the sald stock of the said CARTRIDGE 
TELEVISION, INC, to merge this Corporation with the Defendant 


AVCO CORPORATION, 


ee a . 
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c After said "freeze out" Is accomplishe 
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the conspirators will be In a position to utilize the ie? 
velopments and assets of the sald CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 
which have been acquired by the sald AVCO CORPORATION at 
a value considerably less than actual value of said assets 
and thereby Increase the profits of AVCO CORPORATION sub- 
stantially at the expense of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 


stockholders, 


FORTIETH: The above acts have already caused sub- -— * 
stantial damage to the stockholders of the said CARTRIDGE 
TELEVISION, INC, estimated in an amount of approximately FORTY i$ 
MILLION ($40, bins »000) DOLLARS which should be trebled under thei, 
Anti-Trust Laws of the United States, . § 

FORTY-FIRST: The Class involved herein consists of 
the stockholders of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, who have sustained. 
losses due to the conspiracy set forth herein, The number of 
Members of the Class is not know with particularity but is 
belfeved to rumber approximately Two Hundred Thousand individ- 
uals, firms, corporations and associatians, ae | 

- FORTY-SECOND: The following are the questions of law” 


or fact common to the Class: : 


4 


a. The facts and Checumstances with rons 


spect to the conspiracy alleged herein, 


} 
{ 


b, The legal liability of the Defendants 


herein to the Class, 


COUNT FIVE 


FORTY-THIRD: Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the alle- 
gations set forth in PARAGRAPHS "FIRST", "SECOND", "THIRD", 
"FOURTH", “FIFTH, "SIXTH", "SEVENTH", "FIFTEENTH" and 
“SIXTEENTHY of the foregoing Complaint as though fully set forth 
herein at length, 

ical ate This Court acquires jurisdiction of this 
Count pursuant to the Securities Acts of the United States and, 
in particular, without limiting the generality of the allegations 
Sections 10(b), 13, 18, 20 and 27 of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 USC 78j, 15 USC 78r, 15 USC 78q, 15 USC 78t and 

“+ 15 USC 78aa), 

FORTY-FIFTH: This Count is directed against the 
Defendant ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY and the other Defendants by 
reason of misleading financial information placed within several 
reports and, In particular, without limiting the generality of 
the foregoing, the financial information contained within the 
prospectus which was filed in connection with the initial offer- 
ing of the securities of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, and the 
Annual Reports of the said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, 

FORTY-SIXTH: In the sald financial statements, the 


financial picture of the operations of CARTRIDGE :TELEVISION, inc, 


Is completely distorted by the carrying of current expenses 


| @ 8S £8 & 


(referred to as “research and preoperating costs") as “deferred 

expenses", Thus the poor financial picture of CARTRIDGE 

TELEVISION, INC, (which caused it to file a Petition In Bank~ | 

ruptcy In June, 1973) was completely masked In the financial | wv 
information submitted, Furthermore the sald Defendants did not 
charge depreciation with respect to the production facilities 
and equipment of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, further masking the 
true financlal picture of said Corporation, 

FORTY-SEVENTH: The Plaintiff THOMPSON and the Class 
that he represents, thereby suffered substantial losses in 
purchasing the stock of said CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC, which 
purchases were based upon misleading financial information, 
upon which sald Plaintiff and Class Members relied, 


FORTY-EIGHTH: As a result of sald acts, it Is estime 


that the Plaintiff and the Class that he represents, suffered * |. 
losses of approximately FORTY MILLION ($40,000,000) DOLLARS, ©. 

FORTY-NINTH: The Class Involved In this Count ooiss * 1’ 
stitutes purchasers of the stock of CARTRIDGE TELEVISION, INC. 
who relied upon the misleading information set forth herein, ‘ 
The number of Members of said Class Is not known with par- 
ticularity but is belleved to be 2ppreximately Two Hundred 
Thousand persons, firms, corpom@tions and/or assoclations, 

FIFTIETH: The follosing constitute the common 
questions of law or fact Involved in this action: 

Sy 
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a, Was the deferral of costs which ere 
contended to be current expenses, a false and misleading | 
act on the part «: the Defendants? 

». Did the Plaintiffs and the Class 
Members rely upon this misleading informat lon? 
c, Did this reliance cause damage to the 


Plaintiffs and the Class Members involved? 


COUNT Six 


FIFTY-FIRST: Plaintiffs repeat and reallege the : 

allegations set forth In PARAGRAPHS "FEERST", "SECOND", “THERD", | 
% 

FOURTH", "FIFTH", "SIXTH", "SEVENTH®, “TWELFTH", "THIRTEENTH", | 


FOURTEENTH", "FIFTEENTH", "SIXTEENTH", “SEVEWTEENTH", "TWENTIETH", 
NTWENTY-FIRST", “TWENTY-SECOND", 'TWENTY-THIRD", MTWENTY-FIFTH", 
UTWENTY=SIXTH", '"TWENTY-SEVENTH", “TWENTY-EIGHTH", “TWENTY-NINTH", 
“THIRTIETH", "THIRTY-FIRST", "THIRTY-SECOND", “THIRTY-THIRO", | 
“THIRTY-FOURTH", “THIRTY-EIGHTH", "THIRTY-NINTH", iaieceinhe:| 
MFORTY-SECOND", “FORTY-FIFTH", “FORTY-SIXTH", “FORTY-SEVENTH", 


“EORTY*EIGHTH", “FORTY-NINTH" and “FIFTIETH" of the fore golrg 


Complaint as though fully set forth at length herein, 


FIFTY-SECOND: This Count Is for common-law remedies 


oe = 
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against the Defendants by reason of the acts set forth herein ar 
this Court acculres Jurisdiction of this Count under principles 
of “pendent jurisdiction" since this Count Is a substantial and 
related claim to the Count for Securities Act and Anti-Trust 


violations. 


WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFFS DEMAND: 


1, Damages against the Defendants found to be liable 
to the Plaintiffs and to the Class that they represent, upon 
COUN’ ONE of the Complaint In the sum of TEN MILLION ($10,000, 0¢ 
DOLLARS with interest and the costs and disbursements of this 
action, 

2, Damages against the Defendants found to be liable 
to the Plaintiffs and to the Class that they represent, upon 
counf Two of the ‘Compjpint in the sum of FORTY MILLION 
($40,000,000) DOLLARS with Interest and the costs and dis- 
bursements of this action, 

3, Damages against the Defendants found to be Ilable 
to the Plaintiffs and to the Class that they represent on COUNT 
THREE of the Complaint in the sum of TEN MILLION ($10,000, 000) 
DOL!_ARS with Interest and the costs and disbursements of this 


action, 


4, Damages against the Defendants found to be Ifable 
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| to the Plaintiffs and to the Class that they represent on 

| COUNT FOUR of the Complaint in the sum of FORTY MILLION 

iH ($40,000,000) DOLLARS trebled to ONE HUNDRED TWENTY MILLION 

($120,000,000) DOLLARS together with a reasonable attorneys’ 

fee estimated to be approximately TWENTY (20%) Percent of the | 

amount recovered and the costs and disbursements of this sia! 
5. Damages agalnst the Defendants found to be liable | 

to the Plaintiffs and to the Class that they represent on COUNT 


FIVE of the Complaint, in the sum of FORTY MILLION ($40, 000, 000) 


DOLLARS with interest and the costs and disbursements of this 
action, 

6, Damages against the Defendants found to be Ilable 
to the Plaintiffs and to the Class that they represent on 


COUNT SIX of the Complaint, in the amount found by the Court 


liable, together with the costs and disbursements of this action 


\ 
4% ava I | 
ADER and BADER 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
274 Madison Avenue 
New York, N, Y, 10016 


i 
| and a Jury to represent the amount for which tha Defend nts are | 
| 

. | 
: Telephone; (212) LE 2-6860, 


Pe? oS aes 


“| 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT u™ » 
SOUTIIERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 4 =— v= 
GERBER + he. . a am 
- - “se © = = a 2 « af an) i> 
eet a 
INDEPENDENT INVESTOR PROTECTIVE . = 2 
LEAGUE, et al., > = 
Plaintiffs, ANSWER 
-against- 74 Civ. 731 (MEF) 
AVCO CORPORATION, et al., 
befendants,. 
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Defendant Arthur Young & Company for its answer 
to the complaint herein: 

1. Denies knowledge Or information sufficient 
to form a pose as to the allegations of paragraphs FIRST 
and SECOND. 

2. Denies the allegations of paragraph THIRD, 
except admits that Cartridge Television, Inc. ("Cartridge") 
is a Delaware corporation and admits that Cartridge on or 
about July 8, 1973 filed a petition for an arrangement in 
the United States District Cour: for the Southern District 
of New York pursuant to Chapter XI of the Bankruptcy Act. 

3. Admits the allegétions of paragraph FOURTH. 

4. Denies knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the allegations of paragraphs FIFTH and 
SIXTH. 

5. Denies the allegitions of paragraph SEVENTH. 

6. Denies the allegitions of paragraph EIGHTH, 


except admits that plaintiffs purport to assert a claim for 


relief against the persons named therein. 


7. Denies the allegations of paragraph NINTH, 
except admits that plaintiffs purport to invoke the juris- 
diction of this court under Sections 10, S23... 23; 236 392 
17 and 22 of the Securities Act of 1933. 

8. Denies the allegations of paragraph TENTH, 
except denies knowledge or : fo mation sufficient to form 
a belief as to the location of offices and places of sales 
of securities of Cartridge and any participation therein oy 
said defendants. 

9. Denies the allegations of paragraph ELEVENTH, 
except admits that this suit was commenced witiin three years 
of the offering of Cartridge securities to the public pursuant 
<o a Prospectus ylated July 13, 1971. 

10. Answering paragraph TWELFTH, denies ‘the allega- 
tions of the preamble of said paragraph and, with respect to 
the lettered subparagraphs thereof, answers as follows: 

(a) Denies the allegations of subparagraph 

“ (a), except admits that the preliminary Prospectus 

of Cartridge dated May 18, 1971(and the final Prospectus 

dated July 13, 1971) referred to a color video tape 

cartridge system and refers to said Prospectuses for 

the contents thereof. | 

(b) Denies -he allegations 35f subparagraph (b). 

(c) Denies the allegations of subparagraph (c), 

except refers to the Prospectus for the contents 

thereof regarding research and pre-operating costs 

incurred by Cartridge. 

(a) Denies the allegations of subparagraph (4), 


except refers to the Prospectus for the contents thereof ' 
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regarding patents and patentability of Cartridge's 
product. 

ll. Denies the allegations of paragraphs 
THIRTEENTH and FOURTEENTH. | 

12. Denies the allegations of »arugraph PIPTEENTH, 
except denies knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief as to whether plaintiff Thompson has any interest 
adverse to the claimed class tnd as to whether plaintiff 
Independent .ivestor Protective League is a voluntary non- 
profit organization of investors who have banded together 
for their mutual protection. 

13. Qenies the allegations of paragraph SIXTEENTH .| 

14. Denies the allegations vf paragraph SEVEN- 
TEENTH, except admits that no other litigation involving | 
the issues in this action is presently pending and admits 
that Cartridge had a principal piace of business in this 
District. 

15. Answering paragraph EIGHTEENTH, repeats as 
if set forth in full the matters set forth in paragraphs 1 
through 14 above. | 


16. Denies the allegations of paragraph SINBTEEWEM, 


diction of this court under Sections 9, 10(b), 20 and 27 \ 


except admits that plaintiffs purport to inv : the juris- 


of the Securit‘ *s Exchange Act of 1934. | 
17. Denies knowledge or information sufficient 

to form a belief as to the allegations of paragraphs 

{TWENTIETH .nd TWENTY-FIRST. 
18. Penies the allegations of paragraph TWENTY- 


SECOND, except denies knowledge or information sufficient to | 


A-56 | 


UNS Ni SP AALS YIP tN 2 YY UNS 


form a belief as to purchases of ‘Cartridge securities by 
plaintiff Thompson. 

19. Denies the allegations of paragraph TWENTY- 
THIRD. 

20. Answering paragraph TWENTY-FOURTH, repeats 
as if set forth in full the matters set forth in paragraphs 
1 through 19 above. 

21. Admits the allegaticns of paragraph TWENTY- 
FIFTH. 

22. Denies the allegations of paragraph TWENTY- 
SIXTH, except admits that plaintiffs purport to invoke the 
jurisdiction of this court under Section 10(b) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and Rule 10(b) (5) promul- 
gated thereunder. 

23. Denies knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the allegations of paragraphs TWENTY- 
SEVENTH through THIRTY-FIRST. 

24. Denies the allegations of paragraphs THIRTyY- 
FOURTH. 

25. Answering paragraph THIRTY-FIFTH, repeats 
as if set forth in full the matters set forth in paragraphs 
1 through 24 above. 

26. Denies the allegations of paragraph THIRTY- 
SIXTH, except admits that plaintiffs purport to invoke the 

jurisdiction of this court under Section 1 of the Sherman 
Act. 
27. Wenies the allegations of paragraph THIRTY- 


SEVENTH 
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28. Denies the allegations of paragraphs THIRTY- 
EIGHTH, 1d IRTY-NINTH, FORTIETH, FORTY-FIRST and FORTY- 
SECOND. 

29. Answering paragraph FORTY-THIRD, repeats 
as if set forth in full the matters set forth in paragraphs 
1 through 27 above. 

30. Denies the allegations of paragraph FORTY- 
FOURTH, except admits that plaintiffs purport to invoke 
the jurisdiction of this court pursuant to Sections 10(b), 
13, 18, 20 and 27 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 

31. Denies the allegations of paragraph FORTY- 
FIFTH, except admits that plaintiffs purport to assert a 
claim for relie¥ against Arthur Young & Company and the 
other defendants, and admits that the preliminary Prospectus 
dated May 19, 1971 (as well as the final Prospectus dated 
July 19, 1971) filed in connection with the iniitial public 
offering of Cartridge common stock and the 1971 and 1972 
Annual Reports of Cartridge contained financial information 
relating to Cartridge. 

32.’ Denies the allegations of paragraphs FORTY- 
SIXTH, FORTY-SEVENTH and FORTY-EIGHTH. 

33. Denies the allegations of paragraph FORTY- 
NINTH, except denies knowledge or information sufficient to 
form a belief as to the numbers of perscns on whose behalf 


plaintiffs purport to sue. 


34. Denies the allegations of oaragraph FIFTIETH., | 


35. Answering paragraph FIPTY-FIRST, repeats as 
if set forth in full the matters set forth in paragraphs 1 


through 34 above. 
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36. Denies the allegations of paragraph FIFTY- 


SECOND . 


AS AND FOR A FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 
37. On information and belief plaintiff Inde- 
pendent Investor Protective League has not such legal 


existence as would entitle it to maintain this action. 


AS AND FOR A SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 
i 38. Plaintiff Independent Investor Protective 
League lacks standing to maintain this action, either in 


its own behalf or as a represen:zative of others. 


AS AWD FOR A THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 
39. The complaint fails to state a claim upon 
wrich relief can be granted against defendant Arthur Young 


& Company. 


AS AND FOR A FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 
40. The report of Arthur Young & Company upon 
the historical statements of assets, intangibles and 
deferrals, of liabilities and of cpital shares of Cartridge 
and the related statement of cash eceipts and diéterneianice | 
‘soueaknad in the cegistration statment and Prospectus ae | 
Cartridge dated July 13, 1971 (andin each preliminary ie 
Prospectus filed in connection theewith),was made after ! 
reasonable investigation. 
eee 41. Upon the effectivedate of said registration 
staterent, Arthur Young & Companyhad reasonable ground to 


believe and did believe that the aid statements were true 


and that there was no omission tostate a material fact 


required to make the statements therein not misleading. 


AS AND FOR A FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 
42. The complaint herein fails to state the 
circumstances of the alleged fraud by Arthur Young & Company 


with particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 9(b). 


AS AND FOR A SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE: 


4>. Plaintiffs' claims herein are barred by the 


applicable statutes of limitation. 


WHEREFORE, defendant Arthur Young & Company demands 
judgment in its favor dismissing the complaint“heretn and 
awarding it the costs and expenses of this-action including 


8 ; ; 
attorney's fees together with suci.,other and further relief 


as to the court may appear just end proper. 


Dated: New York, New York 
April. 2, E374 


WHITE & CASE 


A Member of the Firm 

Attorneys for Defendant 
Arthur Young & Company 

14 Wall Street z 

New York, New York 10005 
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EXCERPT FROM 1972 FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF 


CARTRIDGE TELEVISION INC. 


STATEMENT OF ASSETS, INTANGIBLES AND DEFERRAiS (NOTE 1) 


November 30, 1972 and 1971 


Current assets: 


* Accounts receivable—trade, less allowance for customer returns of 
$384,000, pledged (Note 4) 
Inventories, at lower of cost (first-in, first-out) or net realizable value: 
Finished goods 
Work-in-process 
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Advances and prepaid expenses 
Total current assets .... 


Property, plant and equipment, at cost (Notes 2, 4 and 5): 
Land - ‘ : 


Buildings and improvements 
Equipment and furniture 


Accumulated depreciation 


Production facilit'es and equipment (including construction in progress of 
$534,866 in 1972 and $1,265,305 in 1971) 
Net property, plant and equipment 


Investment in affilia’a (Note 3) 


Intangibles and de‘crrals: 
Patents a: cost 
Research, preoperating and start-up costs (Notes | and 5) 


Total intangibles and deferrals 


STATEMENT OF LIABILITIES 
November 30, 1972 and 1971 


Current liabilities: 
Note payable to bank (Note 4) 
Accounts payab'e—trade 
Accounts payab'e—Avco Corporation (Note 5) 
Accrued liabilities 
Long-term liabilities due within one year (Note 4) 


Total current liabilities 
Long-term liabilities due after one year: 
Building and equipment loans (Noté 4) 
Avco Corporation (Note 5) 
8% notes payable to Avco Corporation (Note 5) 


Commitments and contingencies (Notes 3 and 6) 


STATEMENT OF COMMON STOCK AND ADDITIONAL PAID-IN CAPITAL 


November 30, 1972 and 1971 


Commion stock, $1 par value; 2,500,000 shares authorized, 
2,082,750 issued and outstanding (Notes 5, 8 and 9) 


Additional paid-in capital 


See accompanying notes. 
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CARTRIDGE 


ve kee 


$ 101,665 


1,099,307 


1,272,838 
1,177,546 
_—-545,799 
2,996,183 
118,603 


4,315,758 


320,506 
2,473,564 
3,590,177 


~~ 6,384,247 


__6,706,999 
12,158,975 


175,000 


127,417 
_31,280.487 


_31,407,904 
$48,057,635 


— Of 
$ 720,000 


262,688 
9,114,000 
6,100,000 


$20,616,741 


__ 1972 


$ 2,082,750 
25,358,144 


$27,440,894 


TELEVISION 


__1971 


$ 259,669 
14,027,407 


___375,449 
14,702,525 


289,681 
#1 381,473 
_1,208,098 
2,679,258 
_ (363.067) 
2,516,185 


87,943 
10,434,449 


10,522,391 
$29,374,131 


aiken Paves 
$ a 
912,638 
401,548 


207,551 
130,200 


~ 4,651,937 
281,300 


$ 1,933,237 


1971 


$ 2,082,750 
25,358,144 


$27,450,634 


STATE OF NEW YORK __) 
: SS. 
COUNTY OF RICHMOND ) 


ROBERT BAILEY, being duly sworn, deposes and says, that deponent is not a 

party to the action, is over 18 years of .ge and resides al 286 Richmond Avenue, 

Staten Island, N.Y. 10302. That on the +1 day of April , 1975 deponent 

served the within Appendix “pon Names and addresses listed below 
White & Case, 14 Wall St. New York, N.Y.; 
Shea, Gould, Climenko, 300 Madison Ave’, New York, N.Y. 
Winthrop, Stimson, Putnam & Roberts, 40 Wall St., New York, N.Y. 
Milbank, Tweed, etc., 1 Chase Manhattan Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10005 
Otterbourg, Steindler, etc., 230 Park Ave., New York, N.Y. 
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the address(es) designated by said attorney(s) for that purpose by depositing 3 true 
copies of same enclosed in a postpaid properly addressed wrapper, in an official 
depository under the exclusive care and custody of the United States post office 
department within the State of New York. ; i 
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ROBERT BAILEY’ 


Sworn to befere me, this A 
11 Bs aan rr LY, 
Ys Nn ‘Be Y 
= gif at, Oe — 7 {/ 

WILLIAM BAILEY 
Notary Public, State of New York ~~ 
No. 43-0132945 
Qualified in Richmond County 
Commission Expires March 30, 1976 


